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REMARKS 

Claims 1-28 were previously pending in the present application. Claims 1, 13, 
15, 17 and 27 are hereby amended. Claim 28 is cancelled as being drawn to a non- 
elected method of the present invention. In light of the amendments made above 
and the following remarks, reconsideration of pending claims 1-27 is respectfully 
requested. 

Restriction 

Claims 1-28 of Group I were provisionally elected without traverse via 
telephone by the undersigned. Applicants hereby confirm this claim election. 
S 112 

Claims 1-28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, for 
indefiniteness due to the recitations in claims 1, 9, 13, 17 and 24 stated in 
paragraph 8 of the Office action. These claims are amended as stated above to 
address the cited rejections. Thus, the cited rejections are believed to now be 
overcome. 

1103 

Claims 1-28 were rejected under § 103(a) as being anticipated by the 
Ransley, Jr., et ak patent (U.S. Pat. No. 5,778,907) in view of the McCue, et aL 
patent (U.S. Pat. No. 1,178,166). 

As mentioned, the Office rejected the originally filed claims 1-28 as being 
obvious in light of the combined teaching of the Ransley, Jr. and McCue patents, 
which were disclosed by the applicants and considered for preparation of the claims. 
As an initial matter, the McCue patent is a can washing machine, and thus does not 
contemplate the washing of elongated objects, such as long cooking rods, as does 
the present invention. Beyond this, the McCue patent does not contemplate the 
need to circulate the objects being washed. While the Ransley, Jr. reference does 
address this concern, it does it in a manner that requires multiple driven 
components, which adds complexities and expense not associated with the single 
conveyor system claimed by the applicants. It is this feature of the invention, at 
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minimum, that separates the claimed invention from the prior art. Since the McCue 
reference is for a different application, and thus does not contemplate circulation 
and agitation of the objects, it does not provide the teaching absent from the 
Ransley, Jr. reference. 

While the originally filed claims are believed to be patentably distinguishable 
from the cited art, independent claim 1 (and thus claims 2-16) have been amended 
to require a return mechanism for returning the elongated objects on the conveyor 
to the feed end between the back stop and the conveyor, and both independent 
claims 1 and 17 (and thus all claims) have been amended to require that the back 
stop be mounted with respect to the conveyor such that the elongated objects form 
a pile between the back stop and the conveyor. Further, the claims are amended to 
require that the elongated objects be taken by the conveyor from near a bottom of 
the pile and circulated to near a top of the pile when returned by the return 
mechanism. These amendments are believed to more clearly distinguish the 
claimed invention from the cited patents. 

The Ransley, Jr. patent concerns the same application as that of the claimed 
invention, however, in order to achieve the desired quality of washing, it requires an 
infeed conveyor that drives the objects down toward the pile and aids in the 
agitation of the pile. The necessity of this infeed conveyor is stated at col. 4, lines 
39-42. This passage is reproduced below for convenience. 

The dynamics of the stick pile are not fully understood, but 
through testing it has been determined that the infeed conveyor 
112 must be operated to get proper circulation of the sticks in 
the pile. When the infeed conveyor 112 is shut off, the back of 
the stick pile stagnates and does not get pulled down into the 
outfeed conveyor 114. [emphasis added] 

The Ransley, Jr. patent thus expressly teaches away from a washing system that 
does not have a second conveyor, or some mechanism at the feed side that causes 
agitation of the pile. As mentioned, the McCue patent discloses a can washer, and 
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thus does not teach piling, circulation and agitation of the objects during washing 
whatsoever. Consequently, it does not provide any suggestion of a solution to the 
problem identified by the applicants. Thus, one of skill in the art would not be 
motivated by the McCue patent to arrive at the claimed invention. For one thing, 
the can washing machine by itself would not provide the quality wash provided by 
the present invention (or the Ransley, Jr. patent) sufficient for the intended 
application. If one were to replace the infeed conveyor of the Ransley, Jr. patent 
with the ramped structure 15 of the McCue device as suggested by the Office, a 
similar inferior wash would be expected since the objects could slide down the 
gradual ramp in single file (as shown in FIG. 1 of McCue) and directly onto the main 
outfeed conveyor without agitation. Or, if the objects formed a pile, there is no 
reason to expect that the back of the pile would not stagnate and be prevented 
from being pulled onto the outfeed conveyor. This leap in understanding is not 
taught by the combined art, but was first realized by the applicants, and for at least 
this reason, they are deserving of a patent on the claimed invention. 

Thus, claims 1-28 as amended are believed to be allowable, and 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

No fees are believed necessary for consideration of this response. 
Nevertheless, should any additional fees be needed for full consideration of this 
amendment, please charge any fees believed necessary in connection with this 
response to Deposit Account 17-0055. 
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